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schools given below that the objections of the Buddhists
are more natural and serious in nature, while the answers
given by Nyaya and Vai^esika, in order to defend their
position, are, apparently, not quite so strong. But if we
remember that their stand-points, being quite different,
each of them looks at the question entirely from a
different angle of vision, we shall be able to know that
the arguments of each of the schools are quite reasonable
within the limits of its own sphere. As the Nyaya and
Vai^esika identify their view-point with the common-
sense view and the worldly usage {laukikapratitt\ they
cannot go beyond their limits, and it is perhaps for this
that at a certain stage their arguments appear to be not
so strong as those of the other schools. If the critics
bear these points in their mind when trying to follow
the arguments of Nyaya and Vai^esika, they will be in
a better position to realise the view-point of Nyaya and
Vat^esika, or even that of the Buddhist, or of any other
school.

The Nihilist school of the Buddhist, which holds
that void is the only real entity, cannot imagine the
possibility of the existence of a substance which has no
constituent part and is eternal. The argument put
forth in support of the above view is that Akdfa, being
all-pervading, must permeate the paramdnus both 'm7 and
'out3. This permeating of the Akafa shows that a
paramdnu possesses parts, as without this it is not pos-
sible to speak of it as having 'in' and 'out'. If, again,
Akdfa does not permeate the paramdnus^ it loses its
characteristic of being all-pervasive. Therefore, holds
the Buddhist, the Nyaya-Vaicesika should either believe
that the paramdnus have parts and are non-eternal,
or that Akdya is not all-pervasive.23

This argument of the Buddhist contains two parts:

(i) that the par am a nu has got parts and that it is non-

^NBha, IV. ii. 18-19.